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8.6

8.6.1

8.63

8.6.4

8.7

4 busis for estimating how much the on-site soils may shrink ov swell when removed from

their natural state and placed in compacted fills.

TABLE 8.5

Sails Unit Sturik-Swell Factors

Undocumented fifl, Topsoils,

AR . 0to 10 Percent Slrinkage
Conpressible Colluvium and Alfuvium, - =

Escondide Creek Granodiorite |3 to 28 Percent Bulk

Subdrains

Suhdrains should be instalied iu the tributary drainages that will be filled. Typical subdrain
instatlution details are presented on Figure 6. The subdrains should extend up the canyons
to approximately 135 feet below propaosed ultimate finish grade elevations and at feast two
feet below auy proposed utilities. The approximate lacations of propesed subdrains are -

shown on Figures 2 and 3.

The final 20-foot segment of a subdrain should consist of non-perforated drainpipe. At the
non-perforated/pevforated. interface, a seepage cutoff wail should be constructed on the
downslope side of the junction in accordance with Figure 7. Subdraing that discharge inta
a natural drainage course or open space arca should be provided with a permanent
headwall structure in accordanee with Figure 8. T

Final grading plans should show the location of the proposed subdrains. Upon eampletion
of remedial excavatious aud subdrain installatian, the project civil eugineer should survey

the drain locations and prepare an “as-built” wap depicting the existing conditions. -

The final outiet and connection locations should be determined during grading. The
grading contractor should cousider videotaping the subdrains shonly after burial to cheek
proper instaliation and to check that the pipe has not been crushed. The contractor is

respausible for the perforimance of the drains.

Slope Stability

Slope stability analyses, utilizing average drained direct shear strength parameters based
on laboratovy tests preseuted in Appendix B indicate proposed (il slopes constructed witly
ou-site gravular matetials should have caleulated factors of salety of at least 1.5 under
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8.9.9

8.9.10

89.11

parameters presented on Table 8.2.3 for the particular Foundation Category designated.
‘The paraineters presented in Table 8.9.3 are based on the guidelines presentad in the P,
Third Edition design wanual.

TABLE 893
POST-TENSIONED FOUNDATION SYSTEM DESIGN PARAMETERS
Post-Teusioutng Institute (PT1), Foundatiou Category
Third Editien Design Parameters 1 1 m
Thosinvaite Index =20 -20 -20
Emilibrium Suciion 19 39 3.
Edge Lik Maisiure Variation Distance, ey (feat) 5.3 5.1 49
Edge Lift, yu (inches) 4.6l L1 1.58
Center Litt Moistwre Variation Distance, ey (feel) 9.0 3.0 9.4
Cenier Lif}, vy {inches) 0.30 147 0.66

The foundations for the post-tensioned slabs should be embedded in accordance with the'
recommendations of the structural engineer, If a post-tensioned mat. foundatian system is: -
planned, the stab should possess 2 thickened edge with a minimum width of 12 inches and
extend below the clean sand or crushed rock bayer. o

If the structural engineer proposes a post-teusioned foundation design method other than,
PTI, Third Edition: L

a The deflection criterin presented in Table 8.9.3 are still applicable.

] Intevior stiffener beams should be used for Foundation Categories [f and 151 :-_

s The width of the perimeter foundations should be at feast 12 inches, o
® The perireeter footing embedment depths shiould be at least 12 wches, 1§ inches

and 24 inches for foundation categories |, 11, aud 11T, respectively. The cmbedment ;
depths should be measured fram the lowest adjaceut pad grade. '

Cur experience indicates post-tensioned slabs are susceptible to excessive cdge ii_fi?. :
regardless of the underlying soil conditians. Placing reinforcing steet at the bottom of the
perieter footings aund the intedior stiffener beams wmay mitigate this potential. The
placement of the reinforcing tendons in the top of the slab and the resulting ecceutricity:
after tensioning could reduce the ability of the systeni to itigate edge Lift. The stnctural
engineer shoukd design the foundation system ta reduce the poteutial of edge lift ucuuung :
for the proposed structures, '
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8.104

8.10.5

3.10.6

. 3107

2.10.8

8.10.9

12H where the wall is greater than & fest. For retaining walls subject to vehicular loads

within a horizontal distance equat to two-thirds the wall height, a swrcharge equivalent to
two feet of fill soil should be ndded.

Soil 10 be used as backhill should be stockpiled and samples ebtained for faboratory testing
to evaluate its suitability for use as wall backfiil. Modified lateral eartl: pressures wili be
required it backtill soils do not meet the required expansion index. County or regional
standard wall designs, if used, are based on = specific active lateral earth pressure and/or
soil fiiction angle. On-site soils might not meet the design values used for County or
regional standard wall design. Geocon Incorporated should be cousulted it County or
regional standard wall designs will be vsed to assess the suitability of on-sitc soil for use
as wall backfill.

Uhnirestrained walls will move laterally when backittied and loading 15 applied. The amount
of lateral deflection is dependent on the wall height, the type of soil used for backhill, amd
loads acting ou the wall. The wall designer should provide appropriate lateral deficction
quantities for planned retaining walls structures, if applicable. These lateral valnes should

be considered when planning types of imprevements above retaining wall structures.

Retaining walls should be provided with a drainage system adequate to prevent the bi.lildu;_}
of hydrostatic forces and waterproofed as required by the project architect. The use of
drainage openings through the base af the wall (weep loles) is not recommended where
the seepage could be a nuisance or otherwise adversely affect the property adjacent to the
base of the wall. The above recommendations asswmne a properly compacted granular
(EXY <303 free-draining backfill matenial with no hydrostatic forces or imposed snrc_:lizn‘_gg::

toad. Figure 12 presents a typical retaining wall drainage detail.

l general, wall foundations havirg 2 winimum depth and width of 1 foot may be designed
for an allowable soil bearing pressure of 2,000 psf, provided the soil within 3 feet below

the base of the wall has an Expansion Index <90.

Footings that must be placed within seven feet of the top of slopes should be extended i -
depth such that the outer bottom edge of the footing is at least seven [eet horizontally
inside the face of the slope. '

For resistance to lateral loads, a passive earth pressure cquivalent to a fluid density of -

300 pef is recommended for footings or shear keys poured neat against properly compacted

grannlar il soils or undisturhed formation materials. The passive pressure assumes a
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LIMITATIONS AND UNIFORMITY OF CONDITIONS

The firm that performed the geotechnical investigation for the project should be retaimed to
provide testing and observation services during counstruetion to provide continuity of
geotechnical interpretation and to check that the recommendations presented  for
geotechnical aspects of site development are incorporated during site grading, eonstruction
of improvements, ard excavation of foundations. If another geotechnical fitm is selected to
perform the testing aixd observation services duting coustruction operations, that finu should
prepare a letter indicating their intent to assume the responsibilities of projeet geotechnical
engineer of record. A copy of the letter should be provided to the regulatory agency for their
records. In addition, that firm should provide revised recommendations concerning the
geotechnical aspects of the praposed development, or a writien acknowledgament of their
cancurrence with the recommendations presented in aur report. They should also pertorm
additional analyses deemed necessary to assume the role of Geotechnical Eugineer of
Record. S

The resomumendations of this yeport pertain onfy to the site investigated and are based upon
the assumption that the soil couditions do not deviate from those disclosed 1n the
investigation. If any variations ot undesirable conditions are encountered during
construction, ot if the proposed construetion will differ from that anticipated herein, Geocon
Incorporated should be notified so that supplemental recommendations can be given. The
evatuation or identification of the poteatial presence of hazardous or corrosive matetials was
not part of the scope of services provided by Geacon Incorparated. -

This report is issued with the understanding that it is the responsibility of the awner, or of his
representative, to ensure that the information and recommendations contained. herein are -
brouglt ta the attention of the architect and engineer fot the project and incorporated inte the
plans, and that the necessary steps are taken to see that the contractot and subcontractors
carry out such recomunendations n the field. :

The findings of this report are valid as of the present date. However, changss in the
condlitions of & property can oceut with the passage of time, whether they are due to naturaf
pracesses ar the warks of man on this of adjacent properties. In addition, changes i'_u.é
applicable or appropriate standards may oceur, whether they resuft from legislation or the
broadening of knowledge. Accordingly, the findings of this report may be invalidated wholly
or partially by changes outside our controt. Therefore, this report is subject ta l‘CVic_W _ami
should nat be retied upon after a period of tluee years. - S
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Project Mo. (07465-32-03
October 23, 2015

RCS5-Harmony Partners, LLC
321 12th Street, Suite 200
Manhattan Beach, California 90266

Attention: Ms, Kathryn Murrel

Subject: RESPONSE TO COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO REVIEW COMMENTS
HARMONY GROVE VILLAGE SOUTH
SAN DIEGO COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

References: 1. County of San Dicgo Review Comments, Havrmony Grove Village South, Project
No. PDS2015-8P-15-002, dated Julv 6, 2015,

2. Update Georechnical Report, Harmony Grove Village South, San Diego Couniy,
California, prepared by Geocon Incorporated, dated February 3, 2015 (Project
No. 07465-32-03).

3. Vesting Tentative Map, Harmony Grove Village South, San Diego County, California,
prepared by Project Design Consultants, electronic copy dated January 16, 20135,

Drear Ms. Murrel:

In accordance with your request, we have prepared this letter to respond to a County of San Diego
Review comment (Reference 1) for the project. The review comment pertaining to geotechnical
1ssues followed by our response is provided below.

Item No. 11-1: Subject Area - Geologic Hazards: An wpdate geotechnical investigation is
reguired in areas of planned development not covered by the 2005 geatechnical
investigation work by GEOQCON, The scope of work is outlined within Section 8
of the Update Geotechnical Report, Harmony Grove Village South, San Diego
County, California, dated February 3, 2015 It is recommended to complete the
update geotechnical investigation work once development plans are finalized.

Response: It is our opinion that the update geotechnical investigation discussed in
Reference Mo. 2, Section 8.1.2 is not needed at the current stage of project
planning. Based on previous fieldwork performed at the subject site, we
anticipate that arcas of planned development not encompassed by our 2003
investigation report will consist of similar geologic materials and that no
conditions will be present that would preclude the development as presently
proposed. In this regard, the fieldwork and update report can be performed at a
later date.

6940 Flanders Drive ™ Son Diego, Coliformia $2121.2974 @ Telephone 858.558.4%00 ™ Fox 858 558.4159



Should you have any questions regarding this letter, or if we may be of further service, please contact
the undersigned at your convenience,

Very truly vours,

GEOCON INCORPORATED

Emilio Alvarado
RCE 66913

EA:DBE:dmc

(2)  Addressee

ENGINEERING T
GEOLOGIST /&
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